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REMARKS 

The foregoing amendment amends Claim 1 to clarify the claimed invention. Claims 
1-7 are currently pending in the application. For at least the following reasons Applicant 
believes that the rejections of Claims 1-7 should be withdrawn and that the claims are in 
condition for allowance. 

REJECTION OF CLAIMS 1-7 UNDER 35 U.S.C. 112, FIRST PARAGRAPH 

The Examiner rejected Claims 1-7 under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The Examiner alleged that the Claim 1 
contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the Applicant, at the time of the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed in invention. 

In the previous Response filed June 30, 2008, Claim 1 was amended to require that 
the first densified layer is thicker than the second densified layer. The Examiner alleged that 
this claimed feature is not described in the specification in a way that would reasonably 
convey to one of skill in the art that densified layers having the same thickness would be 
excluded. Specifically, the Examiner alleged that because Claim 1 defined a sintered gear 
having a first densified layer with a thickness of 300 to 1,000 microns and a second densified 
layer with a thickness of 10 to 300 microns, wherein the first densified layer is thicker than 
the second densified layer, Claim 1 did not provide a basis to exclude the first and second 
densified layers each having a thickness of 300 microns. 

Claim 1 has been amended to clarify the difference in thickness of the first and 
second densified layers of the sintered gear, wherein the first densified layer has "a thickness 
of 500 to 1,000 microns" and the second densified layer has "a thickness of 10 to 300 
microns." Since Claim 1 as amended requires that the first densified layer is formed on a 
tooth surface with a thickness of 500 to 1,000 microns and the second densified layer is 
formed on a bottom land with a thickness of 10 to 300 microns, it is clear that the first 
densified layer is thicker than the second densified layer, and the second densified layer may 
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not have a thickness equal to the thickness of the first densified layer (i.e., the thickness 
ranges do not overlap). 

The claimed limitation is described throughout the specification, see for example 
Figure 1. According to one embodiment, as illustrated in Figure 1 and described in page 8, 
lines 1-8 of the specification, the sintered gear has a first and second densified layer, wherein 
the thickness 21 of the first densified layer on the tooth surface is 500 microns and the 
thickness 21 of the second densified layer on the bottom land 5 is 150 microns. Example 1 
describes that the sintered gear (Sample 1 A) is comprised of a first densified layer with a 
thickness of 1,000 microns and a second densified layer with a thickness of 300 microns, pg. 
10, 11. 30-34. Also as described in the specification, "since the bottom land and the tooth 
crest do not directly contact the other gear, it is unnecessary to deeply form the densified 
layer on them." pg. 5, 11. 21-24. This description supports that the first densified layer on the 
tooth surface has a thickness of 500 to 1,000 microns and the second densified layer on the 
bottom land has a thickness of 10 to 300 microns, as defined by amended Claim 1 . 

The specification also describes that the "thickness of the densified layer 1 1 gradually 
changes from 21a to 22b and a boundary surface 12a of the densified layer 1 la is continuous 
(that is, smooth and non-angular). In other words, the boundary surface has no level 
difference caused by steeply changing the thickness of the denfified layer" pg. 8, 11.30-35; 
see also pg. 3, 11. 1-4. These sections of the specification further describe a difference in 
thickness between the first densified layer and the second densified layer. 

Accordingly, Claim 1 as amended contains subject matter which was described in the 
specification in such a way to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
Applicant, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 
Claim 1 complies with the written description requirement. Accordingly, the rejection of 
Claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, should be withdrawn. 

Claims 2-7 depend from Claim 1 and are patentable for at least the same reasons as 
Claim 1. 
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In addition, in the Response to Arguments section the Examiner indicated that the 
prior art rejection has been withdrawn. As described above, Claim 1 has been amended to 
further clarify the difference in thickness of the first and second densified layers. 
Accordingly, for at least the same reasons discussed in the previous Response, Claims 1-7 
are patentable over the cited references, Okabe, Cole and Fujiwara. See, pgs. 4-5 of Response 
filed June 30, 2008. 



CONCLUSION 

In light of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the pending claims are 
allowable and a notice of allowance is respectfully requested. If there are any issues that can 
be resolved via a telephone conference, the Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned at 
404.685.6799. The Commissioner is authorized to charge any additional fees that may be 
due or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 1 1 -0855. 



Respectfully submitted, 
/Brenda O. Holmes/ 
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